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Abstract
The purpose of this study was to examine the prevalence 
and p e r s o n a l i t y  correlates of software p iracy among 
teachers, who were 97 inservice teachers enrolled in 
Education courses at UNO. Subjects com pleted the Computing 
Teacher Inventory (a questionnaire designed exp r e s s l y  for 
this study to measure teachers' experience with and 
attitudes toward m i c r o c o m p u t e r  software), the Teacher Stress 
Inventory, and the Teacher Job Sati s f a c t i o n  Questionnaire. 
P a r t i c i p a t i o n  was v o l u n t a r y  and anonymous. Results 
indicated that teachers proc ured more software from illegal 
sources than from legal sources. More than half of those 
teachers who owned software admitted to illegally copying 
software from school. The other crimes against impersonal 
victims that teachers committed most frequently were traffic 
and reprog r a p h y  violations. The pattern of correlations 
among v a r i ables suggested that teachers' tendency toward 
software p iracy appeared to be related to the tendencies to 
be dissati s f i e d  with their jobs, to be stressed, and to 
commit other impers onal crimes.
Table of Contents
Page
Thesis A c c eptance .............................................  ii
A c k n o w l e d g e m e n t s  ................................................ iii
A b s t r a c t ..............................................................iv
Intro duction ..................................................  . 1
Definitions ..................................................  1
Legal B a c k g r o u n d .............................................  2
E f f e c t s ..................................... '    4
Personality Traits and Attitudes ........................ 5
Information D i s s e m i n a t i o n  ................................  8
Research Question ..........................................  9
Method  .............................................................  9
S u b j e c t s ..................   9
I n s t r u m e n t s ......................................................10
P r o c e d u r e ..................................................... ....
Data A n a l y s i s ................................................... 13
R e s u l t s ..............................................................14
Uses of M i c r o c o m p u t e r s ........................................ 14
Table I: Com puting Teacher Inventory Subscales . . 15
Sources of M i c r o c o m p u t e r  Sof tware .....................  20
Other Imper sonal Crimes ..................................  21
D i s c u s s i o n ........................................................... 23
Table II: Correlates of Job Satisfaction, Stress
Illegal Procurement of Software, and 
D i sposition Toward Copying Software . . . .  24
Table III: Relat i o n s h i p s  Among J o b  Satisfaction,
Stress, and Lending Policy ................... 26
Table IV: A s s o c i a t i o n s  Between Impersonal Crimes,
Lending Policy, and Di s p o s i t i o n  Toward 
Copying Software ................................ 28
Table V: Comparisons of Impersonal Crimes with Job
S at i s f a c t i o n  .....................................  30
Table VI: C o rrespondence of Impersonal Crimes to
S t r e s s ................................................ 34
S u m m a r y .......................................................... 3 3
R e f e r e n c e s ........................................................... 38
Appendix A: Exte nded Review of Literature ...............  45
Introduction ..................................................  45
D e f i n i t i o n s ......................................................45
Legal B a c k g r o u n d ................................................ 47
E f f e c t s ........................................................... 55
P e r s o n a l i t y  Traits and A t t itudes ........................ 56
Infor mation D i ssemination ................................  59
Extended List of R e f e r e n c e s ................................... 61
Appendix B: Instruments .....................................  68
Computing Teacher Inventory...... .......................... 69
Teacher Stress Inventory ..................................  76
Teacher Job Sat i s f a c t i o n  Quest i o n n a i r e  ................  78
Appendix C: Policy on Software C o p y right (School
District of Ralston) ........................................ 82
1E ducators have welcomed comp uter t e c hnology as a method  
of enhancing the learning process for students, parents, and 
professional educators. As computers have p r o liferated 
across the United States in every type of educational 
environment, so too, have the op p o r t u n i t i e s  for computer 
crime. The business c o m m unity and c r i m i n o l o g i s t s  have paid 
c o n siderable attention to the definitions, abuses, losses, 
and p e r petrators of computer crime (Altheide, et al., 1978; 
Ameri c a n  Bar A s s o c i a t i o n  Task Force on Comp uter Crime [ABA 
Task Force], 1984; Coleman, 1985; Dansereau, 1978; Edelhertz 
and Overcast, 1982; Geis and Stotland, 1980; Parker, 1976; 
Sutherland, 1949).
Def ini tions
This researcher could not locate any empirical research 
inve stigating computer crime in education. This is partly 
due to the d i f f i c u l t y  in defi ning computer crime (ABA Task 
Force, 1984; Mandell, 1984; Telem, 1984). In the business 
community, it has been c a t egorized as white-collar crime 
because it can stifle free enterprise, promote unfair 
competition, create a breach of trust against an individual 
or an institution, cause a violation of an occupat i o n a l  code 
of conduct, or jeopardize consumers or clientele (Parker, 
1976; Sutherland, 1949). Computer crime has also been 
legally clas s i f i e d  as white-collar crime because it does not 
involve acts of physical violence (ABA Task Force, 1984;
2Bigelow & Nyceum, 1976; Mandell, 1984; Parker, 1980; Soma, 
1983, 1985). More specifically, computer crime includes 
criminal activities which are directed agai nst computers and 
their components, those activities which use computers or 
their components as instruments to commit crime, and other 
activities involving computers which amount to abuse but may 
not be illegal. Computer crime can also be c a t egorized as 
"impersonal crime". This includes all crimi n a l  activities 
perpetrated against impersonal victims, such as governm e n t a l  
institutions, corporations, private organizations, and 
individuals with whom one is not perso n a l l y  acquainted.
"Two of the least publicized, yet most c ommon types of 
computer crime that impact industry and g o v e r n m e n t  to the 
tune of millions of dollars annually are the theft and 
copying of software and data" (Van D u y n , 1985). This study 
refers to software piracy as an impersonal computer crime 
because the per p e t r a t o r s  use computers to v iolate copyright 
laws and to commit theft from public and priv ate schools, 
computer companies, or software d e v elopers and authors.
Legal Backg round
Another factor which ma kes defining computer crime 
dif f i c u l t  is the vagueness and inconsistencies in federal 
law (Copyrights Act of 1976; Computer Software C o p yright Act 
of 1980) and state law (Nebraska Revised Statute 28-1343, 
1985). Changing forms of technology make it even more
3dif f i c u l t  to interpret these laws (Mandell, 1984, Soma,
1985; Talab, 1985). Comp uter crime is only briefly 
addressed in the federal c o p yright statutes (Copyrights Act 
of 1976; Computer Software Cop y r i g h t  Act of 1980), and only 
recently in the federal c riminal statutes (Counterfeit 
Access Device and Com puter Fraud and Abuse Act of 1984).
The widely accepted general legal d e f i n i t i o n  introduced by 
the U.S. D e p a rtment of Justice, 1979) e n c ompasses "any 
illegal act for which knowledge of computer t e c hnology is 
essential for its perpetration, investigation or 
prosecution". Soma (1985) reported thirty-four states have 
specific criminal statutes dealing with computer crime and 
five states, including Nebr aska (Nebraska Revised Statute 
28-1343, 1985), have amended their current criminal statutes 
to include computer crime.
None of the legislation discussed above has addressed 
the p roblem of computer crime in education. However, Telem 
(1984) made a non-legal attempt to define five types of 
computer crime in education as: (a) hardware sabotage; (b)
p roperty theft; (c) services theft; (d) theft of 
information; and (e) e m b e z z l e m e n t  and fraud. Software 
piracy, as the focus of this study, encompasses all of these 
types of computer crime committed by teachers except 
hardware sabotage.
Effects
What are the financial, educational, and psyc h o l o g i c a l  
effects of soft ware piracy on students, teachers, 
administrators, and parents? The empirical research done by 
the AB A  Task Force (1984) d o c u ments income losses by 
b usinesses from computer crime. Only rough estimates have 
been c a l culated because man y  of the largest o r ganizations 
are unable or unw illing to q u a n t i f y  their losses. This m a y  
be due to a lack of m o n i toring systems or a h e s i tation to 
admit security leaks ( B e q u a i , 1987, ABA Task Force, 1984; 
Schjolberg, 1983).
Bequai (1987) estimated that for every ten dollars a 
user spends on hardware, another three are spent on 
software. Software sales now exceed $2 billion annually and 
they are projected to exceed $12 billion by 1990. Industry 
sources estimate that annual losses due to software piracy 
are over $1 billion, and they fear that this figure could 
exceed $5 billion by 1988 (Bequai, 1987).
E d u c a t i o n a l  losses are much more d i f f icult to document: 
Are teachers setting bad examples for their students? Are 
students learning how to evade the law in the name of 
education? Is the lack of su fficient funding for computer 
software and hardware plac ing pressure on teachers and 
adminis t r a t o r s  to break the law? Further research beyond 
the scope of this study needs to be done to p roperly assess 
these kinds of effects.
5P e r s o n a l i t y  Traits and A t t i tudes
What p e r s o n a l i t y  traits and attitudes have been 
associated with software piracy in education? Most of the 
p er p e t r a t o r s  of computer abuses in business were found to be 
individuals within the o r g a n i z a t i o n  (ABA Task Force, 1984; 
Parker, 1976). Individuals in d i f ferent educa t i o n a l  roles 
are potential violators: the teacher, the student, the 
e duca t i o n a l  administrator, the programmer, the keyboard 
operator, or the out sider who has access, including 
janitorial personnel (Telem, 1984). Other individuals who 
have access to the school during non-school hours for 
com m u n i t y  use can also become per p e t r a t o r s  of computer 
crime. This study c o n centrated on the teacher in the 
educat i o n a l  setting.
With respect to personality, empirical research has 
again concent r a t e d  only on the business community. The 
current popular vie w  is that the computer criminal 
(including the sof tware pirate) is young, ambitious, highly  
motivated, well-educated, technically competent, and comes 
from all levels of employees (Bequai, 1978; Parker, 1975, 
1976; Mandell, 1984). Krauss & M a c G a h a n  (1979) c o n s idered a 
computer criminal to be a "regular sort of fellow" who works 
for an employer with lax supervision. However, empirical 
evidence is conflicting in either identifying or discounting  
specific p e r s o n a l i t y  factors (Clinard, 1969; Coleman, 1985; 
Geis, 1982). A particular p e r s o n a l i t y  o r i e n t a t i o n  may be
6associated with criminal activities in one situation but not 
in others. Therefore, one single set of c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  has 
not been d e t ermined to be conducive to computer or 
w h i te-collar crime in all situations (Coleman, 1985;
Conklin, 1977).
St r uctural and c ultural pressures to succeed and to 
m a i n t a i n  a good c o m m u n i t y  repu t a t i o n  m a y  work to neutralize 
the importance of p s y c h o logical d i f f e r e n c e s  and provide a 
r estraining influence on possible illegal behavior (Coleman, 
1985; Geis, 1982). Emotionally, these cr iminals are often 
considered by society as "heroes" c h a llenging an impersonal 
computer. Thus, one attitude found among computer criminals 
is that the crime is against an impers onal victim who is not 
sympathetic, and that the victim brings it upon "himself", 
thereby making the crime justifiable (Mandell, 1984). One 
of the m o s t  cons i s t e n t  findings is the e s s entially 
noncri m i n a l  s e l f-concept of the offender, regardless of the 
o c c u p a t i o n a l  context in which his behavior takes place 
(Altheide, et al., 1978; Conklin, 1977; Geis, 1982; Spencer, 
1965). Does a sense of justi f i c a t i o n  and absence of guilt 
play a role in the r e lationship bet w e e n  teachers' tendency 
toward sof tware p iracy and their c o m m i s s i o n  of other 
impersonal crimes?
What m o t i v a t e s  educators to commit software piracy? 
Alt heide, et al. (1978) found that lack of sufficient 
financial r e m u n e r a t i o n  has long been a factor in
7white-collar crime in business. Dalton (1959) asserted "the 
employer k n o wingly provides the cond i t i o n s  which entice 
(force) the e mployee to steal the unpaid value of his labor, 
but at the same time, he pun ishes him for theft if he 
catches him doing it." Krauss and M a c G a h a n  (1979) found 
attitudes which reflect d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  with one's job by 
feeling taken advantage of, feeling cheated in terms of 
compensation, or not being given a fair shake m a y  result in 
j ustifiable revenge or an atte mpt to "get even".
In an ea rly study of e m b ezzlers subjected to medical 
and psychiatric examinations, Lottier (1942) concluded that 
their crime was due, in part, to "tensions arising from 
biological and interpersonal as well as cultural 
conditions". He argued that these t e n s i o n - producing 
conflicts in the or ganismic (hunger, sex drive), psychic 
(ambition, competition), interpersonal (aggression), and 
cultural conditions (working surr oundings, long hours, 
social expectations) of the b u s i n e s s m a n ' s  job m a y  cause him 
to seek relief through embe z z l e m e n t  (Lottier, 1942). These 
" t e n sion-producing conflicts" are more r ecently identified 
by researchers as "stress", and concerns about financial 
remuner a t i o n  have been related to "job satisfaction"
(Fimian, 1984; Lester, 1984).
E d u cators have exh ibited similar attitudes in research 
which studied sources of teacher stress (Santangelo &
Lester, 1985). A d d i t i o n a l  studies (Lester, 1985; Litt &
Turk, 1985) found job d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  among high school 
teachers was due to c ommon work problems such as inadequate 
salary, low status, and a poor r e l a t i o n s h i p  with 
adm inistrators. These v a r iables were found to be important  
in predicting job stress. Kyriacou & Sutcliffe (1985) cited 
stress as a major factor in t e a c h e r s ’ d e c i s i o n s  to leave 
teaching. Sylvia and H u t c h i s o n  (1985) also repo rted a 
general d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  with pay and other benefits when 
studying teacher motivation.
Thus, it was hyp o t h e s i z e d  that t e a c h e r s ’ tendencies to 
commit software p i r a c y  m a y  be related to d i s a t i s f a c t i o n  with 
their jobs, stress attributed to their work situation, and 
other crimes against impers onal victims.
Information Di s s e m i n a t i o n
How w e l l - i n f o r m e d  are educators about the legal 
ra mifications of software piracy? Twen ty states have 
ma n d a t e d  or legislated c o m p u t e r - e d u c a t i o n  programs (Talab, 
1985). School boards and libraries are beginning to assume 
the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  for the p r e v e n t i o n  of software piracy in 
edu c a t i o n  by adopting policies and g u i delines on software 
copyright which have been developed by the International 
Council on Computers in E d u c a t i o n  [ICCE] (1983, 1987b) and 
the International Reading A s s o c i a t i o n  Computer T e c hnology 
and Read ing Committee [IRACTRC] (1984). In addition, 
o r g a n i z a t i o n s  of p r o f e s s i o n a l  educators have developed codes
9of ethi cal conduct for educators working with computer 
technology (ICCE, 1987a). Many of these efforts have been 
made to eliminate the risk of p r o s e c u t i o n  for viol a t i o n s  of 
the law and to improve p r o f e s s i o n a l  ethi cs (Lytle & Hall, 
1985; Zakariya, 1985). School d i s t r i c t s  are also 
d i s s e m i n a t i n g  information about c o p y r i g h t  law and fair use 
to staff memb e r s  (Helm, 1986; The Offic i a l  Fai r-Use 
Guide lines, 1985;). Is a lack of kn owledge about c o p y right 
law as it is applied to comp uter software reflected in 
teachers' t endency to just ify software piracy?
Research Question
As more laws are enacted, and the numb ers of computers 
in educat i o n a l  settings proliferate, the o p p o r t u n i t i e s  for, 
and incidences of, computer crime increase. The main 
purpose of this study was to examine the relationships 
betw een software p iracy committed by educators, and each of 
the following variables: job satisfaction, stress, and 
crimes against impersonal victims. How do teachers' 
tende ncies to commit this type of com puter crime relate to 
each of these variables?
Method
Subj ects
Subjects were 97 inservice teac hers enrolled in Teacher
Edu c a t i o n  clas ses at the U n i v e r s i t y  of Nebraska at Omaha 
(UNO). These subjects included full-time, part-time, and 
su bstitute teachers from private and p ublic schools in 
Nebraska and Iowa. All subjects and scho ols remained 
c o m p l e t e l y  anonymous. The a n o n y m i t y  of subjects and school 
d istricts and the neutral univ e r s i t y  setting for this study 
attempted to overc o m e  the inaccuracies which have plagued 
reporting of computer crime in business.
D e m o g r a p h i c  char a c t e r i s t i c s  of the subjects were as 
follows: E l e m e n t a r y  teachers = 55%, secondary 
teachers = 36%, both/other teachers = 9%; Teaching 
experience: 41% = 0-5 years, 25% = 6-10 years, 27% = 11-15 
years; 6% = 16-20 years; 1% = 20 or more years; 32% owned 
m icroco m p u t e r s ;  48% owned m i c r o c o m p u t e r  software; 54% had 
m i c r o c o m p u t e r s  in their classrooms; 30% had m i c r o c o m p u t e r s  
in their offices at school; and 46% used m i c r o c o m p u t e r s  in 
lab situations.
Instruments
Subjects completed a quest i o n n a i r e  (see Appendix B) 
which included the Computing Teacher Inventory designed for 
this study and two p e r s o n a l i t y  scales:
1. The Computing Teacher Inventory (CTI) was designed 
s p e c i f i c a l l y  for this study. This inventory measured (a) 
pe r s o n a l  and p r o f e s s i o n a l  ways educators use computers, (b)
11
their a t t i t u d e s / h a b i t s  toward obtain ing, copying, and 
lending software, (c) the existence of school polic i e s  on 
computer use, and (d) educators' a t t i t u d e s / h a b i t s  toward 
comm i t t i n g  impersonal crimes not related to com p u t e r s  (see 
A p p e n d i x  B ) . The response formats of items were either 
f r e q uency or Li k e r t - t y p e  scales. Example: (1) S trongly
Dis agree to (5) Strongly Agree. S e v enty-nine of the total 
100 items on the test were divided into ten subscales 
re flecting teachers' e x p erience with, and attitudes toward, 
m i c r o c o m p u t e r s  and software: P r ogramming Uses, Personal 
Uses, P r o f e s s i o n a l  Uses, Illegal Procurement, Legal 
Procurement, Lending P olicy with Full R e strictions, Lending 
Policy with Few Restrictions, Feeli n g s  of Scho ol Pressure, 
and a D i s p o s i t i o n  toward Copying Sofware (due to a lack of 
knowledge). Twenty-one a d d i t i o n a l  items were combined in a 
separate subscale to reflect teachers' Other Impersonal 
Crimes (not involving computers)
2. The Teacher Stress Inventory (TSI) d e v e loped by Fimian  
(1984) m e a s u r e d  work stress str ength and f r e q uency levels 
using 38 items in five factors or subscales: Lack of 
A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  Support, W orking With Students, Working With 
Teachers, Task Ove rload, and Fi n a n c i a l  Insecurity. Two 
L i k e r t - t y p e  m e a s u r e s  per item for strength and frequency  
were used. The stress strength scale was a subjective 
mea s u r e  which allowed the teacher to rate the degree of
12
perceived impact which indi 
their overall stress levels 
how of ten the items (events 
teacher. Alpha c o e f f i c i e n t  
whole scale alpha reliabili 
ranged from .90 to .92.
vidual items (events) have upon 
The fre q u e n c y  scale indicated 
) were ex p e r i e n c e d  by the 
ranged from .90 to .93, and the 
ty for the frequency d i m e n s i o n
3. The Teacher Job S a t i s f a c t i o n  Q u e s t i o n n a i r e  (TJSQ) as 
developed by Lester (1985) assesses teacher job satisfa c t i o n  
in elementary, junior high (middle), and senior high 
schools. It identified the reasons peop le choose teaching 
as an o c c u p a t i o n  and the reasons people leave teaching. A 
factor analysis of the TJSB has d e t e r m i n e d  nine underlying 
factors which affect both entering and leaving the teaching 
profession: Supervision, Colleagues, Working Conditions,
Pay, R esponsibility, Work Itself, Advancement, Security, and 
Recognition. The internal c o n s i s t e n c y  of the TJSQ was 
estimated with coeff i c i e n t  alpha which ranged from .71 to 
.92 for the set of scales.
Procedure
This study was conducted during the spring semester, 
1987, at UNO. Subjects completed each of the instruments 
described above during a regular class session and 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  was voluntary. Each subj ect and his or her 
place of empl o y m e n t  remained anonymous.
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Data Analysis
The Pear son p roduct m o m e n t  c o r r e l a t i o n  was computed to 
assess the inte r c o r r e l a t i o n s  among computer crime (software 
piracy) committed by educators and teacher job satisfa ction, 
stress, and crimes agai nst impers onal victims. In addition, 
individual items were comb ined to form a number of summative 
subscales. C o r r e l a t i o n s  b etween those subscales and other 
variables were also evaluated.
14
Results
Of the 101 q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  distrib u t e d ,  97 were 
completed. In addit i o n  to e x a m ining f r e q u e n c y  d i s t r i b u t i o n s  
to individual items on the Com p u t i n g  Teacher Inventory, 
individual items were summed to form a number of additive 
indices: programming, per sonal, and p r o f e s s i o n a l  uses of
m i c r o c o m p u t e r s ;  legal and illegal p r o c u r e m e n t  of 
m i c r o c o m p u t e r  software; attitudes or habits suggesting 
lending software with full or few restrictions; d i s p o s i t i o n  
toward copying software; and feel ings of school press u r e  to 
co py software. R e s ponses to each item conc e r n i n g  the 
f r e q uency with which the r e spondents c o m m itted impersonal 
crimes other than s oftware p i r a c y  were also summed to yield 
a total score and the following subscales: traffic 
violations, driving while under the influence of alcohol, 
v i d e o t a p e  and r e p r o g r a p h y  c o p y r i g h t  violations, theft, and 
smoking violations. Specific items that were summed 
combined to yield each of the v a r iables listed above have 
been annotated in Table I.
Uses of M i c r o c o m p u t e r s
Programming, personal, and p r o f e s s i o n a l  uses of 
m i c r o c o m p u t e r s  by tea chers at home were somew h a t  cons i s t e n t  
with these same uses at school. R e l a t i v e l y  few teachers  
used m i c r o c o m p u t e r s  for p r o g r a m m i n g  in B a s i c / L o g o  at home
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Table I
Computing Teacher Inventory Subscales
Subscale Title
Programming Uses 
of M i c r o c o m p u t e r s
Item
F r e q u e n c y  of using a personal  
m i c r o c o m p u t e r  for . . .
1. Writ i n g  programs in Basic
2. Writing programs in other
F r e q u e n c y  of using a school 
m i c r o c o m p u t e r  for . . .
3. W riting programs in Basic
4. Writing programs in other
or Logo 
languages
or Logo  
languages
Personal Uses of F r e q u e n c y  of using a perso n a l
M i c r o c o m p u t e r s  m i c r o c o m p u t e r  for . . .
1. Word p r o c e s s i n g  personal 
c o r r e s p o n d e n c e
2. Playing games
3. P e r s o n a l  m a n a g e m e n t  (budget, taxes, 
e t c . )
4. P a r t i c i p a t i o n  in computer club 
activ i ties
F r e q u e n c y  of using a school
m i c r o c o m p u t e r  for . . .
5. Word p r o c essing personal  
cor r e s pondenee
6. Pe r s o n a l  m a n a g e m e n t  (budget, taxes, 
e t c . )
P r o f e s s i o n a l  Uses F r e q u e n c y  of using a perso n a l
of M i c r o c o m p u t e r s  m i c r o c o m p u t e r  for . . .
1. Word p r o c e s s i n g  school work 
(assignments, tests, etc.)
2. P r o f e s s i o n a l  m a n a g e m e n t  
(attendance, grades, etc.)
3. P r e v i e w i n g  software for c l a s sroom  
use
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(Table I, continued)
Subscale Title Item
P r o f e s s i o n a l  Uses 
of M i c r o c o m p u t e r s  
( c o n t i n u e d )
Legal
Procu r e m e n t  
of Software
Illegal
Procur e m e n t of
Software
F r e q u e n c y  of using a school
m i c r o c o m p u t e r  for . . .
4. Word p r o cessing school work 
(assignments, tests, etc.)
5. Instru c t i o n  using dr ill and 
pr a c t i c e  programs
6. In s t r u c t i o n  using
7. Instruction using 
programs
8. P r o f e s s i o n a l  m a n a g e m e n t  
(attendance, grades, etc.)
9. P r e viewing software for c l a s s r o o m  
use
tutorial programs 
simulation
F r e q u e n c y  of o b t aining software by. . .
1. P u r chasing an original p r o g r a m  from 
a computer store
2. Purchasing an o riginal p r o g r a m  by 
mai l  order
3. Purc h a s i n g  an original p rogram from 
a col l e a g u e  or friend
4. Trading one origi n a l  prog r a m  for 
another o r i g i n a l  program
5. Copying a public do m a i n  p rogram 
from a ma g a z i n e
F r e q u e n c y  of obtaining software by. . .
1. Copying a program from a
c o l l e a g u e  or friend
2. Copying a program from school
3. Receiving a free copy of
from a colleague or frie
4. Receiving a free copy of
from a student
5. R e c e iving a free copy of
from a pro fessor
6. Trading a copy of a prog
copy of another program
a
nd
p rogram
a p rogram
a p rogram
ram for a
En d o r s e m e n t  of. . .
7. Lending personal software without 
r e strictions wh en asked
(Table I, continued)
Subscale Title Item
Att i t u d e s  or Habits 
Suggesting Lending 
Software with Full 
Restr ictions
A t t i tudes or Habits 
Suggesting Lending 
Software with Few 
Restr ictions
D i s p o s i t i o n  Toward 
Copying Software 
(Due to a Lack of 
K n o w l e d g e )
E n d o r s e m e n t  of lending p e r s o n a l
software . . .
1. By only lending p r o g r a m  disks 
without the d o c u m e n t a t i o n
2. With the u n d e r s t a n d i n g  that the 
borrower is not allowed to make a 
copy
3. That is public dom a i n  software
E n d o r s e m e n t  of lending school
software . . .
4. By.o n l y  lending p r o g r a m  disks 
without the d o c u m e n t a t i o n
5. With the u n d e r s t a n d i n g  that the 
bor rower is not allowed to make a 
copy
6. That is publ ic do m a i n  software
7. That is cite licensed
E n d o r s e m e n t  of . . .
8. A school policy on software use and 
copyr ight
9. More trai ning on the legal use of 
software
E n d o r s e m e n t  of lending perso n a l  
software . . .
1. And allowing the borr ower to copy 
anything that was not purchased
2. To someone, if they lend equivalent
software in return (even exchange)
E n d o r s e m e n t  of lending school 
software . . .
3. To someone, if they lend e q u ivalent
software in return (even exchange)
E n d o r s e m e n t  of the following reasons 
for copying software:
1. The owner of software can do what
he or she wants with it.
2. Edu c a t o r s  have a special exception 
under the co p y r i g h t  law.
3. I can legally copy any program 
which is not c o p y -protected.
(Table I, continued)
Subscale Title Item
Di s p o s i t i o n  Toward 
Copying Software 
(Due to a Lack of 
K n o w l e d g e ) 
( c o n t i n u e d )
Feelings of School 
Pressure to Copy 
Software Illegally
Other Impersonal 
Crimes Committed
4. I can make archi v a l  or b ack-up 
copies for my own use.
•5. Copy programs are legal, so I can
make copies of any p rogram which is 
copyable by them.
6. The c o p y r i g h t  laws are too vague 
and d o n ’t include computer
sof t w a r e .
7. Licensing agreements vary too much 
from software to software.
E n d o r s e m e n t  of the following reasons 
for copying software:
1. Most c o m m e r c i a l  software is too 
e x p e n s i v e .
2. My school does n ' t  provide enough 
m o n e y  for qual i t y  software.
3. I am expected to use computers with 
my students.
4. I want to provide computer 
e x p e r i e n c e s  for my students.
F r e q u e n c y  of . . .
1. Traffic violations:
a. Running a stop sign or light
b. E x c eeding the speed limit
c. Making U-turns in a "No U-turn" 
zone
d. Passing in a "No Passing" zone
e. Not wearing a seatbelt in a 
state where it is required by 
law
f. Not m a k i n g  passengers wear 
seatbelts in a state where it 
is required by law
g. Speeding up across an 
in t ersection when the light 
turns y ellow
h. Parking in a "No Parking" zone
i. Parking over the all owable time 
limi t
j . Going the wrong way on a 
o n e - w a y  street 
k. J a y w a l k i n g
1. Cross i n g  against a "Don't Walk" 
sign
(Table I, continued)
Subscale Title Item
Other Impersonal 
Crimes Committed 
( c o n t i n u e d )
2. Driving while under the influence 
of alcohol
3. V i d e o t a p e  or C o p y r i g h t  violations
4. R e p r o g r a p h y  or C o p y r i g h t  
v i o l a t i o n s :
a. Re p r o d u c i n g  c o p y r i g h t e d  
m a t e r i a l s  for use in the 
c l a s s r o o m  without p e r m i s s i o n  
from the publisher
b. Using a school r e p r o g r a p h i c  or 
d u p l i c a t i n g  m a c h i n e  for 
personal use
5. Theft:
a. M i s f i l i n g  an income tax return
b. S h o plifting
c. Taking school supplies for 
perso n a l  use at home
d. Switching price tags on items 
in a store for purchase
6. Smoking violatons in a "No Smoking" 
zone
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(12%), or as part of their instr u c t i o n  in their clas s r o o m s  
(12%). Le ss than 7% did any p r o g r a m m i n g  in any other 
languages. M i c r o c o m p u t e r s  were p r i m a r i l y  used by teac hers 
for word proce s s i n g  school work, such as tests or 
assignments, both at home (71%) and in their c l a s s r o o m s  
(35%). Games were played at home by 19% of the teachers, 
themselves. However, when used for instruction in the 
classroom, teachers' use of games increased d r amatically: 
dr ill and practice = 53%, tutorials = 49%, and 
s i m ulations = 33%. Teachers used m i c r o c o m p u t e r s  at home and 
at school for p r o f e s s i o n a l  m a n a g e m e n t  (20%), such as keeping 
track of grades or attendance, or to copy software (12%). 
Computer cl ub a c t ivities were limited to 10% of those who 
owned computers. 67% of those teachers who owned p e r s o n a l  
m i c r o c o m p u t e r s  had access to comp a t i b l e  m i c r o c o m p u t e r s  at 
s c h o o l .
Sources of Micro c o m p u t e r  Software
More teachers owned m i c r o c o m p u t e r  software (48%) than 
owned hardw a r e  (32%). Of those teachers that owned 
software, more software was procured from illegal sources 
than legal sources. For example, the most popular source 
was a friend: either by illegally m aking a copy of a 
friend's software (75%), or by receiving an
i l l e g a l l y - p r o d u c e d  free copy from a friend (63%). The next 
m os t  popular me t h o d  of procuring software was by legally
purchasing an o r i g i n a l  prog r a m  from a computer store (59%) 
More than half (53%) of the teachers admitted that they 
obtained software by i l l egally copying a p r o g r a m  from 
school. Other sources included: lega lly copying a pro g r a m  
from a m a g a z i n e  (34%), receiving a l e g a l l y - p r o d u c e d  free 
copy from a professor (33%), trading one illegal co py for 
another illegal copy of a d i f f e r e n t  pro g r a m  (23%), lega l l y 
trading one origi n a l  pro g r a m  for another or i g i n a l  p rogram  
(21%), receiving an i l l e g a l l y - p r o d u c e d  free copy from a 
student (17%), and legally p u r c h a s i n g  an origi n a l  prog r a m 
mail order (13%). Mo re than two-thirds of the respondents 
(70%), worked in schools that had policies on software 
copyright. Site licensing a g r e e m e n t s  were rep orted in 70% 
of their schools. Most teachers (79%) wanted to prov ide 
computer e x p e r i e n c e s  for their students. However, a 
si g n i f i c a n t  few (10%) stron g l y  dis a g r e e d  with this idea.
Other Impersonal Crimes
The last section of the C o m p u t i n g  Teacher Inventory 
m e a s u r e d  the f r e q u e n c y  with which teachers had committed 
impersonal crimes (other than software piracy). Teachers 
based their responses on their adult b e h a viors using a 
Likert scale (Never, Seldom, Sometimes, Often, Ve ry 
F r e q u e n t l y ) . The following p e r c e n t a g e s  represent those 
teachers who responded that they had p a r t i c i p a t e d  in each < 
the b e h aviors listed at least once or "Seldom".
22
Traffic v i o l a t i o n s  were the m o s t  common crimes 
committed by teachers. 98% admitted to both speeding and 
running a ye l l o w  light. Those teachers who used the school 
r e p r o g r a p h y  m a c h i n e  for personal use (83%) and took home 
school supplies (81%) c o m m itted e m b e z z l e m e n t  or theft. 
T eachers who drove while in toxicated (57%) committed another 
type of traffic violation. Teachers who copied v i d e o t a p e s 
illegally (45%) c o m mitted c o p y r i g h t  violations. Teachers 
who m i s f i l e d  their income tax forms (25%) c o m mitted fraud 
agai nst the federal government. T e a c h e r s  who shoplifted 
(13%) also c o m m itted larceny or theft/ de p e n d i n g  upon the 
value of the stolen item.
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D i s c u s s i o n
The following inferences and c o n c l u s i o n s  were mad e  with 
an important l i m itation in mind: the small sample of 
teachers. However, it should be remembered, that this study  
ma y  be the first attempt to examine the prev a l e n c e  and 
p e r s o n a l i t y  c o r r e l a t e s  of software pi r a c y  among teachers.
One of the h y p o t h e s e s  tested in this study was that 
teachers' tendency to copy software was related to a 
tendency to be d i s s a t i s f i e d  with the job and to be stressed. 
The c o r r e l a t i o n s  represented in Table II supported this 
assumption. Teachers' d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  with superv i s i o n  
(r. = -.44*) and working c o n d i t i o n s  (r. = -.34*) related to 
their tende n c y  to procure software illegally either by 
ma k i n g  their own copies or accepting illegall y - p r o d u c e d  
copies. Feeling u nhappy about their advanc e m e n t  and 
r e c o g n i t i o n  of their worth was also indicated among these 
teachers. Lack of a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  support (r. = .43**) was 
the mos t  important stress factor related to copying 
software. Stress due to financial inse c u r i t y  was also 
e x p r essed by those teachers who p r o c u r e d  software illegally. 
Teachers' d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  with their work itself and stress 
due to financial insecurity were the only variables related 
to their d i s p o s i t i o n  toward copying software due to a lack 
of knowledge.
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Table II
Corre l a t e s  of Job Satisfaction, Stress, Illegal P r o c u r e m e n t  
of Software, and D i s p o s i t i o n  Toward Copying Software
Illegal P r o c u r e m e n t  D i s p o s i t i o n  Toward 
of Software Copying Software
  (N = 45) ( N = 85)
Job S a t i s f a c t i o n :
S u p e r v i s i o n  -.44* .09
C o l l e a g u e s  -.17 .05
Working
Cond i t i o n s  -.34* -.09
Pay -.20 -.06
R e s p o n s i b i l i t y  -.13 .03
Work Itself -.15 -.21*
A d v a n c e m e n t  -.28* -.07
S e c u r i t y  -.11 -.14
R e c o g n i t i o n  -.25* -.17
Stress due t o :
Lack of
A d m i n i s t r a t i v e
Supp ort .43** .09
Work i n g  with
Students .22 .07
Wo r k i i n g  with
Tea chers .06 .06
Task Overload -.10 -.04
fin a n c i a l
Insecurity .27* .23*
______
**p. ^ .01
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J o b  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  and stress were also related to 
teachers' polic i e s  on lending software (Table III). 
D i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  with s u p e r v i s i o n  (r. = -.43**) and job 
s ecur i t y  (r. = -.40**) were s i g n i f i c a n t l y  related to 
teachers who lend software with little or no restrictions. 
U n h a p p i n e s s  with their colleagues, work ing conditions, level 
of r e s p o nsibility, work itself, and a d v a n c e m e n t  also related 
to these teachers' attitude of freely lending software. In 
business, job d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  among e m p l oyees has been 
c o n s i s t e n t  with attitudes of d i s loyalty. These teachers may 
be no excep tion. Their lax software lending polic i e s  ma y  
reflect a lack of c oncern for school property, e s p e c i a l l y  if 
they were not happy with their supervision, or feel secure 
in their position. In con trast, teachers who did expr ess 
some d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  with their job secur i t y  also indicated 
that they lend software with full restrictions. This ma y 
reflect the same teachers' tende n c y  to c o n s e r v a t i v e l y  
c o n f o r m  to school policies and rules because they fear 
losing their jobs. However, teachers who felt ver y 
s atisfied with their r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  (r. = .53**) also tended 
to be ver y  r e s trictive about lending software. This ma y  
indicate their loyalty and support for their employers' 
p o l i c i e s .
Stress due to lack of a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  support 
(r. = .32*) and working with students (r. = .36**) were 
indicated by teachers' tendency to lend sof tware with few
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Table III
R e l a t i o n s h i p s  Am ong Jo b S a tisfaction, Stress, 
and L ending Policy
Lends Softw a r e  with Lends S oftware with
Few R e s t r i c t i o n s  Full R e s t r i c t i o n s
_______(N - 42)________  _______(N = 42)________
Job S a t i s f a c t i o n :
S u p e r v i s i o n  -.43** -.04
C o l l e a g u e s  -.34* -.17
Working
C o n d i t i o n s  -.27* -.24
Pay -.05 .01
R e s p o n s i b i l i t y  -.30* .53**
Work Itself -.29* -.20
A d v a n c e m e n t  -.30* -.18
S e c u r i t y  -.40** -.26*
R e c o g n i t i o n  -.24 .02
Stress due t o :
Lack of
Adm inistrative
S upport .32* -.01
W ork i n g  with
S tudents .36** .07
W o r k i i n g  with
Teachers .14 .01
Task Overload .09 -.09
Finane i al
Insecurity .13 .08
______
**p. < .01
restrictions. A l t h o u g h  not m e a s u r e d  d i r e c l y  in this study, 
this m a y  be due in part to the pressure students may have 
placed on teachers to lend software easily, and the desire  
of teachers to a l l e viate the stress aris ing from such 
con f l i c t s  with students. F e e l i n g s  of school or 
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  pr e s s u r e  to copy software was on ly related to 
teachers' d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  with the amount of re c o g n i t i o n 
they receive.
Another h y p o t h e s i s  of this study was that teachers' 
d i s p o s i t i o n  toward copying software was related to their 
frequency of c o m m i t t i n g  impersonal crimes. The corr e l a t i o n s 
in Ta ble IV support this hy pothesis. Teachers' re p r o g r a p h y  
v i o l a t i o n s  (r. = .27**, traffic v i o l a t i o n s  (r. = .28**), and 
driving while under the influence of alcohol (r. = .24*) 
were related to their d i s p o s i t i o n  toward m aking or using 
illegally copi ed software. In addition, their total 
criminal behavior a gainst impersonal victims was, as a whole 
(r. = .27**), related to this same attitude. This 
disposition, as r e p resented by an e n d o r s e m e n t  of a rationale 
for copying software, also indicated a lack of knowledge 
about the legal use of software. This u n i nformed attitude 
is typically held by other whi t e - c o l l a r  computer criminals 
who c o n s i s t e n t l y  avoid c o n s i d e r i n g  whet her their actions are 
legal or not. W i t h o u t  this c o n s i d eration, these criminals 
do not feel guilty. Teachers m a y  have similar attitudes if 
they feel c o m p l e t e l y  justified in what they are doing,
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Table IV
A s s o c i a t i o n s  betw e e n  Impersonal Crimes, Lending Policy and 
D i s p o s i t i o n  Toward Copying Software
Impersonal Crimes: 
Total Crimes 
Thef t
R e p r o g r a p h y
V i o l a t i o n s
V i d e o t a p i n g
V i o l a t i o n s
Traffic
V i o l a t i o n s
Smok ing 
Violat ions
Driving While 
Under the 
Influence of 
Alco h o l
Lends S oftware with 
Few R e s t r i c t i o n s  
 (N = 42)
10
10
05
21
05
- . 3 1 *
D i s p o s i t i o n  Toward 
Copying Software 
(N = 82)____
.21**
.16
.21**
- .05
.28**
.11
-.16 .24*
*p. < .05
**p. < .01
e s p e c i a l l y  when they are not hurting anyone personally. 
Crimes against very impersonal and removed v ictims such as 
book publishers, software companies, and the federal, state, 
or local g o v e r n m e n t s  m a y  be easier to c ommit when teachers 
are ignorant of the spe cific r e q u i r e m e n t s  of the law.
The onl y  cr i m i n a l  behavior related to lending policy 
involved teachers who had smoked (N = 42), (Table I V ) .
Those teachers who refrained from smoking in "No Smoking" 
areas (r. = -.37*) showed a t e n d e n c y  to lend software more 
easily. This m a y  be due to their gene r a l  reluctance to 
cause probl e m s  with those around them.
A d d i t i o n a l  c o r r e l a t i o n s  were compu t e d  b etween the 
frequency of other impersonal crimes and job sati s f a c t i o n  
(Table V). Teach e r s  who were d i s a t i s f i e d  with the 
re c ognition they rece ived (r. = -.24**) tended to commit 
impersonal crimes, specifically, r e p r o g r a p h y  violations and 
traffic violations. The p e r c eived lack of recogn i t i o n  among 
these teachers m i g h t  indicate a desire to be viewed by 
society or their peers as "Robin Ho o d - l i k e  heroes" as other 
w h i te-collar computer c r i m inals in the business world are 
viewed. Those teachers who smoked, and that were satisfied 
with their c o l l e a g u e s  (r. = -.29*) and e s p e c i a l l y  with their 
work ing c o n d i t i o n s  (r. = -.41**) c o m m i t t e d  fewer smoking 
violations. Again, this m a y  reflect their e arnest desire to 
cooperate with those around them, but for more positive 
reasons than those m e n t i o n e d  earlier.
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Table V
C o m p a r i s o n s  of Impersonal Crimes with Job S a t i s f a c t i o n
Impersonal Crimes: 
Total Crimes 
Theft
R e p r o g r a p h y
V iol a t i o n s
V i d e o t a p i n g
V i o l a t i o n s
Traf f ic 
V i o l a t i o n s
Smoking
V i o l a t i o n s
Driving While 
Under the 
Influence of 
A lcohol
C o l l e a g u e s 
(N = 81)
-.06
-.08
-.07
- . 20*
.01
-.29*
Work C o n d i t i o n s  
(N = 83)
-.04
.04
-.05
-.03
.03
- .41**
Pay 
N = 82)
-.01
.23*
-.03
.04
-.02
-.21
.09 .06 -.15
*p. < .05
**p. < .01
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Table V (continued)
R e s p o n s i b i l i t y  Work Jtseli A d v a n c e m e n t  
(N = 83) (N = 81) (N = 84)
I mpersonal Crimes:
Total Crimes 
Theft
R e p r o g r a p h y  
V i o l a t i o n s
V i d e o t a p i n g  
V iolat ions
Traff ic 
V i o l a t i o n s
Smoking 
V i o l a t i o n s
Driving While 
Under the 
Influence of
A l c o h o l  .09 -.04 -.10
.03 -.12 -.01
-.05 -.11 .07
-.10 -.21* -.09
-.03 -.09 .02
.11 -.03 -.03
-.03 -.01 -.07
*p. < .05
**p. < .01
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Table V (continued)
Security 
(N = 87)
Imp.ersonal Crimes:
Total Crimes 
Theft
R e p r o g r a p h y  
V i o l ations
Video t a p i n g  
Violat ions
Traffic 
Violat ions
Smoking 
V i o lations
Driving While 
Under the 
Influence of
A lc o h o l  -.01
*p. < .05
**p. < .01
-.12
.03
-. 27** 
.02 
-.08 
-.14
Recogni t ion 
(N = 86)
-.24**
-.06
- .19*
-.10
-.23*
-.19
-.09
The f r e q u e n c y  of other i m p ersonal crimes was also 
compu t e d  with teacher stress (Table V I ) . T e a c h e r s  who were 
stressed by work ing with students (r. = .28**)/ task 
o verl o a d  (r. = .24*) and financial insecurity (r. = .24*) 
tended to commit m o r e  impersonal crimes in total. Theft was 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  related to working with stu dents (r. = .45**), 
working with other teac hers (r. = .24*) and task overload 
(r. = .35**). R e p r o g r a p h y  and traffic v i o l a t i o n s  were also 
indicated by teachers stressed by working with students, 
other teachers, task overload, and financial insecurity. 
These teachers m a y  have a tende n c y  to hand out more readings 
or writ t e n  worksheets in order to avoid d ealing with these 
types of stress. T eachers who are c o n c erned about m o n e y  or 
their r e l a t i o n s h i p s  with others ma y  be o v erly preoccupied. 
Therefore they m a y  exhibit i n a ttention to traffic signals 
and the task of driving. Whe n  these teachers feel that they 
have too much to do and insu f f i c i e n t  time to do it in, they 
m a y  be tempted to "steal time" by speeding.
Sum m a r y
In conclusion, the t endency toward software piracy 
among teachers appeared to be related to the tendencies to 
be d i s s a t i s f i e d  with their jobs, to be stressed, and to 
commit other impersonal crimes. Teachers who are u nhappy  
and feel pre s s u r e d  ma y  have cavalier attitudes toward
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Table VI
C o r r e s p o n d e n c e  of Impersonal Crimes to Stress
Lack of
Ad m i n i s t r a t i v e  W o r k i n g  Working
Support w / S t u d e n t s  w/Teachers
(N = 90) (N = 90 (N = 9 0 )
Impersonal Crimes;
Total Crimes .06 .28** .06
Theft .05 .45** .24
Re p r o g r a p h y
V i o l a t i o n s  .04 .18* .02
V i d e o t a p i n g
V i o l a t i o n s  .04 .14 .02
Traf fic
Viol a t i o n s  .09 .25** .07
Smoking
Viol a t i o n s  .14 -.10 .17
Driv ing While 
Under the 
Influence of
Alcohol .01 .15 .03
*
*p. < .05
**p. < .01
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Table VI (continued)
Task
Over load 
(N = 90)
Fin a n c i a l  
Insecur ity 
(N = 90
Impersonal Crimes:
Total Crimes 24* 24*
Theft 35** 14
Re p r o g r a p h y
Viola t i o n s  .21* .24*
Vi d e o t a p i n g
V i o l a t i o n s  .12 .05
Traffic
Viol a t i o n s  .20* .20*
Smok ing
V i o l a t i o n s  -.13 .16
Driving While 
Under the 
Influence of
Alcohol .05 .31**
*p. < .05
**p. < .01
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software c o p y r i g h t  infringement. In parti c u l a r ,  t e a c h e r s ’ 
d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  with their supervision, working conditions, 
advancement, colleagues, r e s p o nsibility, and job security 
seemed to be a s s ociated with a t endency to i l l e gally procure 
software. Stress attr i b u t e d  to lack of a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  
support, working with students, and f i n ancial insecurity 
a ppeared to c o r r e s p o n d  to tendencies to copy software and 
lend software easily. Teachers' d i s p o s i t i o n  to copy 
software illegally due to a lack of knowledge seemed to be 
assoc i a t e d  with traf fic and r e p r o g r a p h y  vi olations.
It is signif i c a n t  that there was no c o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  
the f r e q u e n c y  of illegal p r o c u r e m e n t  of software and the 
total of other i m p ersonal crimes. This m a y  be due to the 
lack of guilt asso c i a t e d  with whi t e - c o l l a r  computer crime, 
in general. Teachers' lack of guilt may stem from a 
p e r c e p t i o n  that they are not p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in any crimi n a l 
behavior, beca use they are neit her aware of, nor do they 
u n d erstand the law. This m i s u n d e r s t a n d i n g  is c o m p o u n d e d  by 
vague legal i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  being c h a l l e n g e d  in the courts, 
and the "imp ersonal" and "removed" nature of the victims.
How can a crime be committed, if there is no vi c t i m  who is 
"up close and p e r s o n a l " ?  Who are the real victims?
As m i c r o c o m p u t e r s  become more and more an int egral part 
of education, software pi r a c y  ma y  increase. Future studies 
m i g h t  examine the extent of these losses and how they affect 
all those involved in the e d u c a t i o n a l  p r o c e s s  with respect
37
to funding for computer technology, d e v e l o p m e n t  of new 
e d u c a t i o n a l  software, e x p a nding site licensing agreements, 
salaries for teachers, and legal questions.
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5^A p p e n d i x  A: E xtended R e v i e w  of Lite r a t u r e
I ntrodu c t i o n
The increasing a v a i l a b i l i t y  of c o m p uters to the g e n e r a l  
public and the c o m p l e x i t y  of computer t e c h n o l o g y  have 
produced o v e r w h e l m i n g  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  for crime. John C. 
Keeney, a former D e p u t y  A s s i s t a n t  A t t o r n e y  G e n e r a l  in the 
Criminal Di v i s i o n  of the United State D e p a r t m e n t  of Justice, 
stated that:
Our political, e conomic and social institutions 
have g r o w n  incr e a s i n g l y  d e p e n d e n t  upon com p u t e r s  to the 
point that their illicit m a n i p u l a t i o n  or m a l i c i o u s  
d e s t r u c t i o n  can p o t e n t i a l l y  wreak havoc on society. . .
C o m p uters have become a part of ever y o n e ' s  life and are 
being integrated into v i r t u a l l y  every facet of human 
activ i t y  at an ever inc reasing rate. The ve ry existence  
at the p resent time of a broad base of com puter usage 
and computer knowledge, and its pro j e c t e d  increase in 
the years to come suggest that we will exper i e n c e  an 
increase in the o p p o r t u n i t i e s  for c o m p u t e r - r e l a t e d  
abus es in the years ahead. (Hearings, 1978.)
Def ini tions
This researcher could not locate any e m p i rical research 
i n v e s t igating c omputer crime in education. This is p a r t l y  
due to the d i f f i c u l t y  in defining c omputer crime (ABA Task 
Force, 1984; Mandell, 1984; Telem, 1984). In the bus iness
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community, it has been c a t e g o r i z e d  as w h i t e - c o l l a r  crime 
because it can stifle free enterprise, pro m o t e  unfair 
competetion, create a breach of trust against an individual 
or an institution, cause a v i o l a t i o n  of o c c u p a t i o n a l  
conduct, or j e o p ardize c o n sumers or c l i e ntele ( B e q u a i , 1978; 
Parker, 1976; Sutherland, 1949). Computer crime has also 
been legally c l a s s i f i e d  as w h i t e - c o l l a r  crime because it 
does not involve acts of physi c a l  violence (ABA Task Force,
1984; B i g e l o w  & Nyceum, 1976; Mandell, 1984; Parker, 1980;
S o m a , 1983 , 1985) .
The m o s t  wid e l y  accepted legal d e f i n i t i o n  of computer 
crime e n c o m p a s s e s  "any illegal act for which knowledge of 
c omputer t e c h n o l o g y  is es s e n t i a l  for its p e rpetration, 
i nvestigation, or p r o s e c u t i o n  (U.S. D e p a r t m e n t  of Justice,
1979). This legal d e f i n i t i o n  h a s - b e e n  interpreted to 
include several types of c r i m i n a l  activities: (a) use of
c o m puters to steal tangible or intangible assets; (b) 
d e s t r u c t i o n  or a l t e r a t i o n  of data; (c) use of com p u t e r s  to 
em bezzle funds; (d) d e s t r u c t i o n  or a l t e r a t i o n  of software;
(e) use of c o m p u t e r s  to defr a u d  consum ers, inv estors or 
users; and (f) theft of computer software (ABA Task Force,
1984; Parker, 1976; Parker & Nycum, 1983). M a n d e l l  (1984) 
divided computer crime into two other types: (a) the use of
a computer to p e r p e t r a t e  acts of deceit, theft, or 
concealment; and (b) threats to computer h ardware or 
software, sabotage, and dema n d s  for ransom. Software pir a c y
occurs when a c omputer is used to mak e  illegal c o pies of 
c o p y r i g h t e d  software.
Computer crime can also be c a t e g o r i z e d  as "impersonal 
crime" which incl udes all priv a t e  crimi n a l  activ i t i e s  
p e r p e t r a t e d  a gainst impersonal victims, such as g o v e r n m e n t a l  
institutions, corp o r a t i o n s ,  priv a t e  o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  and 
individuals with whom one is not p e r s o n a l l y  acquainted. 
Software p iracy is an "impersonal" computer crime because 
the p e r p e t r a t o r s  use c o m p u t e r s  to v iolate c o p y r i g h t  laws and 
to commit theft from public and pri v a t e  schools, computer 
c ompanies, or software d e v e l o p e r s  and authors.
Legal B a c kground
Another factor which c o m p l i c a t e s  the p r o b l e m  of 
defin i n g  computer crime is the v a g u e n e s s  and inconsi s t e n c i e s 
in fede ral and state law. Software p i r a c y  is o n l y  brie f l y  
a d d ressed in the c o p y r i g h t  statutes (Copyrights Act of 1976; 
Computer Software C o p y r i g h t  Act of 1980) .
A c o p y r i g h t  does not prot e c t  ideas. It onl y  protects 
the e x p r e s s i o n  of those ideas. For example, the "idea" of a 
g r a d e b o o k  p r o g r a m  for teachers is not new and has been used 
and marke t e d  by m a n y  developers, such as A P P L E  GRADEBOOK, 
S C H O O L H O U S E  GRADER, and RE P O R T  CARD. How ever, the means by 
which each p r o g r a m  e x p r e s s e s  that idea are unique and 
therefore p r o t ected under a copyright. A c o p y r i g h t  lasts 
for 28 years and is renewable to extend for the life of the
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author plus 50 years. It g i ves the c o p y r i g h t  owner 
exclusive rights to either do or authorize reproduction, 
p r e p a r a t i o n  of d e r i v a t i v e  works, d i s t r i b u t i o n ,  perform a n c e ,  
or d i s p l a y  of a c o p y r i g h t e d  work (Copyrights Act, 1909).
In the C o p y r i g h t s  Act of 1976, the c o p y r i g h t  laws were 
revised, for the first time since 1909. The t e c h n o l o g i c a l  
c hanges which needed to be included were r e p r o g r a p h y 
(photocopying), videotaping, and m u s i c a l  tape r e p r o d u c t i o n s . 
The d e f i n i t i o n s  of intelle c t u a l  p r o p e r t y  and the m e c h a n i s m s  
by which it is c o n t r o l l e d  had changed. There were specific 
g u i d e l i n e s  c reated for c l a s s r o o m  r e p r o g r a p h y  for n o n - p r o f i t 
e d u c a t i o n a l  institutions with respect to books, periodicals, 
and m usic (Copyrights Act of 1976) .
Inherent in the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of c o p y r i g h t  law is the 
c oncept of "fair use". Sect i o n  107 of the C o p y r i g h t s  Act of 
1976 states that,
. . .the fair use of a c o p y r i g h t e d  work, including such
use by r e p r o d u c t i o n  in copies or p h o n o r e c o r d s  or by any 
other m eans specified by that section (Section 106) for 
p u r p o s e s  such as criticism, comment, news reporting, 
teaching, scholarship, or research is not an 
i n f r i n g e m e n t  of copyright.
Fair use is intended to balance the interests of 
c o p y r i g h t  o wners with the needs of others for access to 
c o p y r i g h t e d  materials. Four c r i t e r i a  for e v a luating the
fair use of c o y r i g h t e d  m a t e r i a l s  in an ed u c a t i o n a l  setting 
are also specified in Section 107 (Copyrights Act of 1976) :
1. The pur p o s e  and c h a r acter of the use, including 
whether the copied m a t e r i a l  will be for nonpro fit, 
educational, or c o m m e r c i a l  use.
2. The natu re of the c o p y r i g h t e d  work, with special 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n  g iven to the d i s t i n c t i o n  b etween a creative 
work and an i n f o r m a t i o n a l  work.
3. The amount and s u b s t a n t i a b i l i t y , or portion used i 
relation to the c o p y r i g h t e d  work as a whole.
4. The effect of the use on the p o t e n t i a l  ma r k e t  of 
the c o p y r i g h t e d  work.
Several recent court d e c i s i o n s  regarding c o p yright 
infr i n g e m e n t  have also impacted the legal i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of 
fair use. In Sony Corp. of Amer i c a  v. U n i v ersal City 
Studios, Inc. (1984), the S upreme Court upheld the right of 
individuals to make off-air v i d e o t a p i n g s  of television 
programs. The r a t ionale behind the ruling was signi f i c a n t 
to software c o p y r i g h t  infring e m e n t  because it shifted the 
burden of proof of fair use from the u s e r / d e f e n d e r  to the 
cop y r i g h t  o w n e r / p l a i n t i f f ,  and stressed the importance of 
d i s s e m i n a t i o n  and public access.
A l t h o u g h  the W i l l i a m s  & W i l k i n s  Co. v. U.S. (1975) 
d e c i s i o n  was mad e  before the C o p y r i g h t s  Act of 1976, the 
Supreme Court e m p h a s i z e d  the nonprofit, private use by
r e s e a r c h e r s  of the r e p roduced m a t e r i a l  and the lack of 
d e m o n s t r a t e d  econo m i c  harm suffered by the plaintiff. They 
also d e t e r m i n e d  that fair use m a y  som e t i m e s  p ermit 
r e p r o d u c t i o n  of a c o p y r i g h t e d  work in its e n t i r e t y  (Helm, 
1986). These i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  have yet to be applied to a 
case involving software piracy. The Computer Software 
C o p y r i g h t  Act of 1980 amended the 1976 law to specify 
c o p y r i g h t  p r o t e c t i o n  for all software m a r k e t e d  in the United 
States. The law is short, sweet, and to the point.
However, its b revity in no way lessens its importance 
because federal law supe r c e d e s  all other law. The law 
s pecifies the following in Section 117:
L I M I T A T I O N S  ON E X C L U S I V E  RIGH TS WITH RESP E C T 
TO C O M P U T E R  P ROGRAMS 
N o t w i t h s t a n d i n g  the p r o visions of section 106, it 
is not an inf r i n g e m e n t  for the owner of a copy of a
computer p r o g r a m  to make or authorize the mak i n g  of
another cop y or a d a p t a t i o n  of that computer p rogram  
p r o v i d e d :
(1) that such a new copy or a d a p t a t i o n  is created 
as an ess e n t i a l  step in the u t i l i z a t i o n  of the computer 
p r o g r a m  in c o n j u n c t i o n  with a m a c h i n e  and that it is
used in no other manner, or
(2) that such new co py or a d a p t a t i o n  is for 
archival purpo s e s  only and that all archival copies are
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d e s t r o y e d  in the event that continued p o s s e s s i o n  of the 
computer p r o g r a m  should cease to be rightful.
An y  exact copies prepa r e d  in a c c ordance with the 
p r o v i s i o n  of this section m a y  be leased, sold, or 
ot h e r w i s e  transferred, along with the copy from which 
such copies were prepared, onl y as part of the lease, 
sale, or other transfer of all rights in the program. 
A d a p t a t i o n s  so prepared m a y  be transferred only with 
the a u t h o r i z a t i o n  of the c o p y r i g h t  owner. (Computer 
Softw a r e  C o p y r i g h t  Act of 1980)
Th i s 
computer 
descr ibed 
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program 
owner of 
address the 
1986; Remer , 1984). 
grant to its customer, 
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117 does not 
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p e r m i s s i o n  to d u p l i c a t e  software based on their needs and 
budgets. These "sites" are being g iven special licenses to 
use and reproduce the software for i n d e p e n d e n t l y  negotiated 
a m o u n t s .
The software industry d i s t i n g u i s h e d  b e t w e e n  business 
software p i r a c y  d efined as copying s oftware by an employee 
for p e r s o n a l  use at home; and, e d u c a t i o n a l  "softlifting" 
which oc c u r s  when students or teachers copy software for 
school use, or give it to friends (ADAPSO, 1984). Willi a m s 
(1985) pointed out that there is no c o n s i s t e n t  licensing 
agreement in the industry. Beca u s e  of the a d d i t i o n a l 
c o m p l i c a t i o n  of no industry standa rds, it is d i f f i c u l t  to 
specify what is against the law and what is not.
Hel m (1986) spe cified five sources or tests for 
educators, other than the C omputer Software C o p y r i g h t  Act of 
1980, to assess the legality of m aking and using dup l i c a t e
r
copies of software as follows:
1. The Ma r k e t  E ffect Test - Making copies and 
d i s t r i b u t i n g  them, boot ing up a d o z e n  m i c r o c o m p u t e r s  with 
one m aster copy, and/or using one master copy on a network 
of c o m p u t e r s  fail this test beca use each of these situations 
d epri v e s  the owner of profits that would oth e r w i s e  be earned 
from an e q u i v a l e n t  number of o r i g i n a l  c opies sold.
2. The Intended Use Test - This d e p e n d s  upon the 
intended use of the d e s i g n  of the prog r a m  and its designer. 
If a p r o g r a m  is desig n e d  to be used by a single user at a
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single m i c r o c o m p u t e r ,  and it is used in a network, it fails 
this test.
3. The S i m u l t a n e o u s / S e q u e n t i a l  Users Te st - A teacher 
m a y  allow more than one student to use a p r o g r a m  as long as 
they are accessing the p r o g r a m  one at a time and not 
simulta n e o u s l y .  This is based on the right of the owner to 
do with that program what he/she wish es as long as no 
du p l i c a t e  copies are mad e  other than the ar c h i v a l  one. 
However, allowing more than one student acce ss to the ma s t e r  
copy s i m u l t a n e o u s l y  through a network or by s e q u e n t i a l l y  
booting up their c o m p u t e r s  fails this test.
4. Fair Use Test - Apply i n g  this test is d i f f i c u l t  
because according to the first c r i t e r i o n  of fair use, copies 
of software can be used for educational, n o n p r o f i t  purposes. 
However, software by nature is a creative piece of work and 
e asily accessible. Thirdly, it is v i r t u a l l y  impossible for 
a p r o g r a m  to work if on ly a p o r t i o n  of the master disk is 
copied. Fourthly, the effect of d u p l i c a t e  copies is to 
reduce p o t e n t i a l  m a r k e t s  and sales. Because d u p l i c a t i o n  of 
software fails three out of the four criteria, it fails this 
tes t .
5. Lic e n s i n g  A g r e e m e n t s  - This test involves the 
license referred to earlier which accom p a n i e s  a piece of 
s oftware in the manual. It u s u a l l y  becomes e f f e ctive when a 
user opens the package, referred to as "shr i n k - w r a p  
licensing". These a g r e e m e n t s  are usually more restri c t i v e
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than the c o p y r i g h t  law itself and take p r e c e d e n c e  over the 
law, so if the software is used in c o n t r a d i c t i o n  to the 
specific license, it fails this test.
The A s s o c i a t i o n  of Data P r o c e s s i n g  Service 
O r g a n i z a t i o n s  (1984) is working with C o n g r e s s  to s t r e n g t h e n  
c o p y r i g h t  p r o t e c t i o n  of software and is en c o u r a g i n g  serious 
law e n f o r c e m e n t  under civil law. M a n y  b u s i n e s s e s  support a 
federal cr i m i n a l  statute direc t e d  s p e c i f i c a l l y  to computer 
crime (ABA Task Force, 1984). The c u r r e n t  federal crimi n a l  
statute covers only situations in which someone k n o w ingly 
accesses a computer being used by the U.S. Government, by 
its contractors, or by financial i n s t i t u t i o n s  under 
j u r i s d i c t i o n  of the p r i v a c y  act (Counterfeit Ac c e s s  Device 
and Compu t e r  Fraud and Abuse Act of 1984). It does not 
cover c o m p u t e r s  which oper a t e  under interstate commerce. 
Others advocate p r o s e c u t i n g  computer crime under tradit i o n a l 
state c r i m i n a l  law (Mandell, 1984; Talab, 1985). To date, 
thirty-four stat es have specific c r i m i n a l  statutes dealing 
with computer cr ime and five states (including Nebraska) 
have amended their curr e n t  c r i m i n a l  statutes to include 
computer crime (Soma, 1985; N e b r a s k a  Rev i s e d  Statute 
28-1343, 1985). None of the le g i s l a t i o n  d i s c u s s e d  above 
ad d r esses the p r o b l e m  of computer crime, or more 
specifically, software p i r a c y  in educat ion.
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Effects
What are the effects of software p i r a c y  in educa t i o n ?
The e m p i r i c a l  research which d o c u m e n t s  income losses is from 
business. A c c o r d i n g  to a study by the A B A  Task Force 
(1984), 20% of the incidents of all types of computer crime 
were never reported, and it was d i f f i c u l t  to co n c l u d e  from 
their results with any certainty, the number of incidents 
occurring on a n a t i o n w i d e  basis. Only rough e s t imates have 
been c a l c u l a t e d  because m a n y  of the largest o r g a n i z a t i o n s  
are unab le or unwilling to q u a n t i f y  their losses due to a 
lack of m o n i t o r i n g  systems or admi s s i o n s  of secur i t y  leaks.
An earlier study done by the Stanford R esearch 
Institute (1973) found that the average loss per crime was 
$450,000. However, there were onl y  100,000 com p u t e r s  in use 
in the United Stat es at that time. Another study done by 
the G o v e r n m e n t  A c c o u n t i n g  Office, GAO (1976) reported that 
the average dollar loss per cr ime was $44,110. This 
co n f l i c t i n g  e m p i r i c a l  evide n c e  reflects the f u n damental 
p r o b l e m  for e s t imating and reporting computer crimes, even 
in 1976. Today, ten years later, the number of c o m p uters 
has risen exp o n e n t i a l l y ,  and so has the number of computer 
cr i m e s .
Great att e n t i o n  has been paid to computer crime in the 
b usin e s s  world, but schools, by virtue of their 
o r g a n i zation, invite computer crime, e s p e c i a l l y  software 
p i r a c y  (Telem, 1984). The h i e r a r c h y  is u n c o m p l i c a t e d  and
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educators are expected to p e r f o r m  p r o f e s s i o n a l l y  according 
to school board requirements, with o u t  con t i n u a l  direct 
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  supervision. E d u c a t o r s  are expected to 
d e v e l o p  their cour s e s  according to school d i s t r i c t  
g u i d e l i n e s  using m a n y  of their own resources. Slesnick 
(1984) argued that the rationale of pr o v i d i n g  better 
edu c a t i o n  for students justifies m a n y  in cidences of sof tware 
piracy, e s p e c i a l l y  in the wake of b u d g e t a r y  cutbacks and 
restrictions. Generally, there are no w e l l - p r o t e c t e d  
computer sites and the loose coupling bet w e e n  the 
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  and i n s t r u c t i o n a l  systems creates two 
separate a u t h o r i t i e s  using co m p u t e r s  (Telem, 1985).
Re s e a r c h  in e d u c a t i o n  has been even more difficult. In 
one case, a priv a t e  i n vestigator was hired by the 
Inter n a t i o n a l  C o m m u n i c a t i o n s  Industries A s s o c i a t i o n  to 
c ollect u n s p e c i f i e d  data from an Ohio school syst em (Pattie, 
1985). The results of this study were i n conclusive and onl y  
served to further alienate e d u c a t o r s  from the computer  
industry. P u b l i s h e r s  are aware that schools are violating 
their p o l i c i e s  about copying, m u l t i p l e - l o a d i n g ,  and 
networking software, but are rel u c t a n t  to pr ess the issue 
with their c u s t o m e r s  (Williams, 1985).
P e r s o n a l i t y  Traits and A t t i t u d e s
A d d i t i o n a l  research on the p e r s o n a l i t y  of a bus iness 
com puter c r i m i n a l  (Meier and Geis, 1982), has shown that he
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de v e l o p s  a set of r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n s  or j u s t i f i c a t i o n s  which 
a l l o w  him to regard his action as r e a sonable behavior, 
(Example: "Everyone else is doing it"). C o l e m a n  (1985) and 
Geis (1982) have con c l u d e d  that these computer c r i m i n a l s  are 
p s y c h o l o g i c a l l y  "normal" and c o n f o r m  c l o s e l y  to A m e r i c a n  
m i d d l e - c l a s s  ideals with a c o n s i d e r a b l e  stake in the 
co mmunity. However they m a y  be viewed by others as 
"egocentric" and "reckless" (Coleman, 1985). Most of this 
r esearch studied b usiness compu t e r  cri m i n a l s  who had been 
p rosec u t e d .  Their need for j u s t i f i c a t i o n  m a y  have come 
after they were appreh e n d e d  and charged with their crime.
C linard (1969) identified some p e r s o n a l i t y  traits which 
m a y  be important in d e t e r m i n i n g  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in other types 
of w h i t e - c o l l a r  crime including e g o c e n t r i c i t y , e m o t i o n a l 
i nse c u r i t y  or feel ings of p e r s o n a l  inadequacy, negative 
a t t i tudes toward other persons in general, and the relative 
importance of status symb ols of m o n e y  and prestige. Bequai 
(1978) po r t r a y s  comp uter c r i m i n a l s  as young, t e c h n i c a l l y 
co mpetent, and u sually aggressive. Some steal for perso n a l  
gain, o t hers for the challenge, and still others because 
they are trying to improve t e c h n o l o g y  and education. Many 
of them see t h e mselves as being pitted a gainst the computer, 
a c h a l l e n g e  of m a n  versus m a c h i n e  (Bequai, 1978).
Parker (1975) found in his d e t a i l e d  study of 17 cases 
of b u s i n e s s  com puter fraud that p e r p e t r a t o r s  of computer 
crime are young (average age is 29, m e d i a n  age is 25, range
is 18-46). Their m a n a g e m e n t  and p r o f e s s i o n a l  skills are 
p r e d o m i n a n t  (70% were m a n a g e r s  or h i g h l y  ex p e r i e n c e d  
technical p r o f e s s i o n a l s ) .  Their p e r s o n a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  
were as follows:
1. They were viewed as v e r y  d e s i r a b l e  employees: 
reliable, trustworthy, bright and m o t ivated.
2. They were not special as a group, and not 
p r o f e s s i o n a l  c r i m i n a l s  who take pride in their crime.
3. Their g r e a t e s t  fear was d e t ection, and having thei 
illegal acts made known to family, friends, and fell ow 
e m p l o y e e s .
Krauss & M a c G a h a n  (1979) asserted that m o t i v e s  to 
commit c omputer crime m a y  d e v e l o p  s u d d e n l y  or m a y  take a 
peri od of years to grow. A t t i t u d e s  which reflect  
d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  with one's job by feeling taken advantage  
of, feeling c heated in terms of c o m p e n s a t i o n ,  or not being 
given a fair shake m a y  result in revenge or "getting even". 
However, Krauss & M a c G a h a n  (1979) consider a com puter 
c r i m i n a l  to be a "regular sort of fellow" who works for an 
employer whose s u p e r v i s i o n  is lax.
High rates of inflation and budget cuts have robbed 
employees of p u r c h a s i n g  power. Earned income often does no 
keep pace with increasing costs. Lack of sufficient 
financial r e m u n e r a t i o n  has long bee n a m o t i v a t i o n  for 
w h i t e - c o l l a r  crime. Altheide, et al., (1978) found:
1. There is a long t r a d i t i o n  for em p l o y e e s  to accept
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and a c t u a l l y  expect "w a g e s - i n - k i n d " which are extras to 
supp l e m e n t  their o b j e c t i v e  d ollar or m a t e r i a l  ea r n i n g s  and 
for emp l o y e r s  to p rovide extra "perks" in the form of 
bonu ses or special privileges.
2. E m p l o y e e s  m a y  steal for revenge or d i g n i t y  (job 
dissatisf a c t i o n )  and try to synt h e s i z e  their low job status 
(or salary) with p e r s o n a l  regard by disp e n s i n g  goods to 
friends, taking goods home, or taking a d v antage of services 
p rovided at work.
3. The p r e ssures of work g r o u p  norms and standards can 
p romote and limit theft.
4. E m p loyees seldom see themselves as cri m i n a l s  or 
threats to m o r a l i t y  and social order.
Infor m a t i o n  D i s s e m i n a t i o n
Are educators aware of the legal aspects of sof tware 
p iracy? Do they u n d erstand the r a m i f i c a t i o n s  of their 
actions? Twenty states have m a n d a t e d  or legislated 
c o m p u t e r - e d u c a t i o n  p r o g r a m s  (Talab, 1985). On the other 
hand, private industry expects mor e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  on behalf 
of educators, and feels that it is doing the best that it 
can w i t h o u t  an industry standard or d e f i n i t i v e  l e gislation 
(Williams, 1985).
School boards are beginning to assume the 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  for computer crime in e d u c a t i o n  by adopting 
polic i e s  on sof tware c o p y r i g h t  (see A p p e n d i x  C for an
example) in order to e l i m inate the risk of being p r o s e c u t e d  
for v i o l a t i o n s  of the law (Bellevue Public Schools, 1985; 
P a p i l l i o n  L a V i s t a  Public Schools, 1986; School D i s t r i c t  of 
Ralston, 1986; Zakariya, 1985). A m o del po l i c y  on software 
c o p y r i g h t  for e d u c a t i o n  and a c c o m p a n y i n g  s t a t ement on 
networking and m u l t i p l e - m a c h i n e  software has been d e v e l o p e d  
by the I n t e r n a t i o n a l  C o u n c i l  on C o m p u t e r s  in E d u c a t i o n
(1983). O r g a n i z a t i o n s  of p r o f e s s i o n a l  e d u c ators have 
d e v e l o p e d  codes of ethical c o n d u c t  for edu c a t o r s  working 
with computer tech n o l o g y  (ICCE, 1987a). An addi t i o n a l  
po l i c y  s t a t e m e n t  on software c o p y r i g h t  by the ICCE (1987b) 
includes a m o del po l i c y  for school d i s t r i c t s  to follow.
G u i d e l i n e s  which mak e  an e f fort to e n c o urage the 
e ffective use of technology in reading c l a s s r o o m s  have been 
adopted by the I n ternational R eading A s s o c i a t i o n  Computer 
T e c h n o l o g y  and Reading C o m m i t t e e  (1984). Un f o r t u n a t e l y ,  
mu ch of the c urrent literature ab out the e d u c a t i o n a l  uses of 
computer t e c h n o l o g y  des c r i b e s  a m e t h o d o l o g y  for d e v e l o p i n g  
plans for c omputer educat ion. This literature rarely 
m e n t i o n s  or even alludes to the legal use of com p u t e r s  or 
p r e v e n t i o n  of software pi r a c y  in edu c a t i o n  (Becker, 1987; 
Meeks, 1987; Naiman, 1987; Osgood, 1987, Vakos, 1986).
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Appendix B: Instruments
University of 
Nebraska 
at Omaha
Department of Teacher Education 
Omaha, Nebraska 68182-0163 
(402) 554-2212
Dear Graduate Students
The questionnaire attached here is part of a research study I am conducting 
for my Master's thesis.
The purpose of the study is to examine the ways in which educators use 
computer software, as well as their attitudes about lending and copying 
software.
I would greatly appreciate your assistance in completing this study. You are 
being asked to participate, because you are a graduate student in Education 
at UNO, and because the instructor of this course has allowed me to come into 
your class and ask for your help.
It will take you 20-25 minutes to complete the questionnaire. DO NOT PUT YOUR 
NAME, THE NAME OF YOUR SCHOOL DISTRICT, OR THE NAME OF THIS COURSE anywhere 
on the answer sheet. All subjects are to remain anonymous, and all the 
data collected for this study will be confidential. It will be available 
only to the researcher and faculty supervisor listed at the bottom of this sheet. 
Should results be documented in a written article, neither individuals' 
nor organizations' names will appear. The questionnaires themselves will 
be destroyed as soon as the data are entered to computer. No one will know 
that you or the students enrolled in this course participated in the study.
We would like you to complete the questionnaire IF:
—  YOU ARE TEACHING (or employed in an instructional 
capacity)
—  AND YOU HAVE ACCESS TO A COMPUTER AS PART OF YOUR JOB.
IT IS NOT NECESSARY THAT YOU AISO OWN YOUR OWN PERSONAL COMPUTER, though 
some of the items on this questionnaire deal with personal computers.
Thank you for your help. Susan Fry, researcher
Dr. Dona Kagan, faculty advi
diversity of Nebraska at Omaha University of Nebraska— Lincoln University of Nebraska Medical Center
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Computing Teacher Inventory (CTI)
General Answer Sheet Instructions
Some of the q u e s tions require a TRUE (T) or FALSE (F) answer, the 
rest of the q u e s t i o n s  require using A , B , C , D , E  as m u l t i p l e  choice 
answers. Read each section of the q u e s t i o n n a i r e  c a r e f u l l y  so as to 
a c c u r a t e l y  indicate your answers. Ea ch sect i o n  wi.ll be indicated by a 
broken line.
1. The total number of years of my teaching e x p e r i e n c e  is:
(A) 0-5 years (B) 6-10 years (C) 11-15 years (D) 16-20 years 
(E) 21 or more years.
2. Most of m y  p r o f e s s i o n a l  experience has been in:
(A) Grades K-6 (B) G rades 7-12 (C) Bot h or other.
3. (T or F) I own a m i c r o c o m p u t e r .
If your answer to this quest i o n  is TRUE, please continue on to
Q u e s t i o n  #4. If your answer is FALSE, skip ahead to Q u e s t i o n  #16 and 
c o n t i n u e .
Indicate the number of times per week you use your perso n a l 
m i c r o c o m p u t e r  for each of the fol lowing pur poses.
(A) less than 1 (B) 1-2 (C) 3-6 (D) 7-10 (E
4 . To write p r o g r a m s  in Basic/Logo.
5. To write p r o g r a m s  in other languages.
6 . To word p rocess pe r s o n a l  c o r r e s p o n d e n c e .
7 . To word pro c e s s  school work (tests, assignments, etc .) .
8. To play games.
9. For p e r s o n a l  m a n a g e m e n t  (budget, taxes, investments, etc.).
•o 
1—1 F or p r o f e s s i o n a l  m a n a g e m e n t  (gradebooks, attendance, etc.).
•1—1 
1—1 To m ake copies of software.
12. To p r e v i e w  software for p r o f e s s i o n a l  use.
13 . To transfer infor m a t i o n  via a modem.
14. To p a r t i c i p a t e  in computer club activities.
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15. (T or F) My m i c r o c o m p u t e r  at home and the one(s) I have 
access to at school, are compatible.
16. (T or F) I own m i c r o c o m p u t e r  software.
If your answer to this q u e s t i o n  is TRUE, please conti n u e  on to 
Q uest i o n  #17. If your answer to this q u e s t i o n  is FALSE, please skip 
ahead to Quest i o n  #36 and continue.
Indicate how m a n y  times you o btained m i c r o c o m p u t e r  software in each of 
the following ways below:
(A) 0 (B) 1-2 (C) 3-6 (D) 6-10 (E) 10 +
17. Purchased o r i g i n a l  p r o g r a m  from a computer store.
18. Purchased o r i g i n a l  p r o g r a m  by mail order.
19. Purchased o r i g i n a l  p r o g r a m  from a col l e a g u e / f r i e n d .
20. Traded o r i g i n a l  p r o g r a m  for another o r i g i n a l  program.
21. Copied prog r a m  from magazine.
22. Copied p r o g r a m  from a col l e a g u e / f r i e n d .
23. Copied p r o g r a m  from school.
24. Received a free copy of prog r a m  from a col l e a g u e / f r i e n d .
25. Received a free copy of p r o g r a m  from a student.
26. Received a free cop y  of prog r a m  from a professor.
27. Traded copy of p r o g r a m  for copy of another program.
Indi cate the d egree to wh ich you agree or d i s a g r e e  with the following 
statements about lending perso n a l  software.
(A) S t r o n g l y  (B) Disag r e e  (C) Neutral (D) Ag ree (E) S t r o n g l y  
Disagree Agree
28. I lend software when I am asked w ithout restrictions.
29. I only lend p r o g r a m  disks wit h o u t  the d ocumentation.
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30. I lend pr o g r a m s  with the u n d e r s t a n d i n g  that the b orrower is 
not allowed to make a copy.
31. The borrower m a y  copy anything I d i dn't pay 
for myself.
32. I lend software that I purch ased.
33. I lend software to someone, if I can b orrow e q u i v a l e n t  software
from them (even e x c h a n g e ) .
34. I lend public do m a i n  s oftware easily.
35. I lend software with the e x p e c t a t i o n  that the borrower will
p r o b a b l y  mak e  a co py of it.
36. (T or F) I have a m i c r o c o m p u t e r  in my cl assroom.
37 . (T or F) I have a m i c r o c o m p u t e r  in my office at school.
38. (T or F) I use m i c r o c o m p u t e r s  in a lab s i t uation at s c h o o l .
If you use a m i c r o c o m p u t e r  at school, indicate the number of times per 
week you use it for each of the following reasons:
(A) less than 1 (B) 1-2 (C) 3-6 (D) 7-10 (E) 10 +
39 . To write p r o g r a m s  in Basic/Logo.
40 . To write p r o g r a m s  in other languages.
41. To word pro c e s s  perso n a l  c o r r e s p o n d e n c e .
42. To word p r o c e s s  school work (tests, assig nment, etc. ) .
43 . For drill and practice.
44 . For tutorials.
45. For simulations.
46 . For p e r s o n a l  m a n a g e m e n t  (budget, taxes, investments, etc . ) .
47 . For p r o f e s s i o n a l  m a n a g e m e n t  (gradebooks, atten dance, e t c . ) .
•
00 To mak e c opies of software.
1
O' 
| 
 ^
1
To p r e v i e w  softw a r e  for p r o f e s s i o n a l  use at school.
Indicate the degree to which you agree or d i s a g r e e  with the following
s tatements about lending school software.
(A) Stron g l y  (B) Disagree (C) Neutral (D) Agree (E) Stron g l y  
Disagree Agree
50. I lend software wh en I am asked without restrictions.
51. I only lend pro g r a m  disks w ithout the docume n t a t i o n .
52. I lend programs with the u n d e r s t a n d i n g  that the borr ower is 
not allowed to make a copy.
53. I lend public d o m a i n  software.
54. I lend cite licensed software.
55. I lend software to someone, if I can bo r r o w  e q u i v a l e n t  soft ware 
from them (even exchange).
56. I lend software to students.
57. I lend software with the e x p e c t a t i o n  that the borrower will 
p r o b a b l y  make a copy of it.
58 . (T or F)
my sc hoo
and make
59 . (T or F)
or de par
60 . (T or F)
61. (T or F)
62. (T or F)
sof twar e
63 . (T or F)
64. (T or F)
sof tware
   I want m o r e  training on the legal use of software.
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Whether or not you p a r t i c i p a t e  in this behavior, please indicate the 
degree to which you agree or disagree with the fol lowing reasons g i v e n  
for copying software and/or using copied software.
(A) Stron g l y  (B) Disagree (C) Neutral (D) Agree (E) S t r o n g l y
Disag r e e  Ag ree
65. Public d o m a i n  software can be legally used and copied by anyone.
66. The owner of software can do what he / s h e  wants with it.
67. Most c o m m e r c i a l  software is too expensive.
68. The software d e v e l o p e r s  are being u n realistic, by expecting us
not to ma ke our own copies.
69. Edu c a t o r s  have a special exc e p t i o n  under the c o p y r i g h t  law.
70. My school d o e s n ' t  provide enough m o n e y  for qual i t y  software.
71. I am expected to use com p u t e r s  with my students.
72. I want to p rovide computer e x p e r i e n c e s  for my students.
73. I want to expand my own computer e x p e r i e n c e / e x p e r t i s e .
74. I can legally cop y any p r o g r a m  which is not copy-protected.
75. I can make a r c h i v a l / b a c k  up copies for my own use.
76. Cop y  progr a m s  are legal, so I can mak e  copies of any p rogram
which is c opyable by them.
77. The c o p y r i g h t  laws are too vague and don't include computer 
s o f t w a r e .
78. Licensing a g r e e m e n t s  va ry too much from software to software.
79. I am doing it as a favor to help a f r i e n d / colleague.
?k
Indicate how o f t e n  you have c o n s c i o u s l y  p a r t i c i p a t e d  in the following 
b e h aviors as an adult. If the behavior does not apply to you, leave 
the answer blank. (For example: If you have never smoked on a regular 
basis, leave answer to Q u e s t i o n  #80 blank.
(A) Never (B) Seldom (C) Som e t i m e s  (D) Often (E) Ver y  freq u e n t l y
80. Smoked in a "No Smoking" area.
81. Run a stop sign/light.
82. E xceeded the speed limit.
83. Made U-turns in a no U-t u r n  Zone.
84. Passed in a "No Passing" zone.
85. Didn't wear a seatbelt in a state where it was required by law.
86. Did not mak e  p a s s e n g e r s  to wear seatbelts in a state where they 
are required to by law.
87. Sped up across an inte r s e c t i o n  when the light turned yellow.
88. Park ed in a "No Park ing" zone.
89. Parked over the allowable time limit.
90. D riven wh ile under the influence of alcohol.
91. Gone the wrong way on a o n e - w a y  street.
92. M i s f i l e d  my income taxes.
93. Copied video tapes.
94. R e p r o d u c e d  c o p y r i g h t e d  m a t e r i a l s  for use in the c l a s s r o o m  
w ithout p e r m i s s i o n  from the publisher.
95. Shoplifted.
96. Jaywalked.
97. C rossed a gainst a "Don't walk" sign.
98. Took school supp lies for my perso n a l  use at home.
99. Used a scho ol r e p r o g r a p h y / d u p l i c a t i n g  m a c h i n e  for perso n a l  use.
100. Switched price tags on items in a store for purchase.
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CTI S u b s c a l e s : P r o g r a m m i n g  Uses of M i c r o c o m p u t e r s
P e r s o n a l  Uses of M i c r o c o m p u t e r s  
P r o f e s s i o n a l  Uses of M i c r o c o m p u t e r s  
Le gal P r o c u r e m e n t  of Softw a r e  
Illegal P r o c u r e m e n t  of Software 
Len d i n g  P o l i c y  with Full R e s t r i c t i o n s  
Lending Policy with Few R e s t r i c t i o n s  
D i s p o s i t i o n  Toward Copying Softw a r e  (due to a lack 
of k n o w l e d g e ),
F e e l i n g s  of School Pressure to Copy Software 
Il l egally 
Other I m p ersonal Crime C o m m i t t e d
Teacher Stress Inventory (TSl) 76
Please indicate the extent to which each of the following items is
s tressful to YOU in Y O U R  job, by selecting ONE of the a l t e r n a t i v e
r esponses from A to E. Don't spend a lot of time thinking about the
items, but go with your first reaction.
A = Not stressful 
B = Somew h a t  str essful 
C = C o n s i d e r a b l e  stressful 
D = D e c i d e d l y  stressful 
E = E x t r e m e l y  stressful
101. Feeling there is a lack of a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  supp ort for teachers 
in my school.
102. Feeling my p r i n cipal lacks insi ght into cla s s r o o m  problems.
103. Feeling my opinions are not valued by my princi pal.
104. Feeling my princpal give me too little aut h o r i t y  to c a rry out
the r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  assigned to me.
105. Feeling there is a lack of r e c o g n i t i o n  for good teaching in my 
s c h o o l .
106. Feeling I cannot tell my p r i n c i p a l  in an open way how I feel
about m a n y  s c h o o l - r e l a t e d  mat ters.
107. Trying to m o t i v a t e  students who do not want to learn.
108. Having s tudents in my class who talk constantly.
109. Feeling too man y  pare nts are indiff e r e n t  about school problems.
110. Having to tell my students the same things over and over.
111. Feeling that a few dif f i c u l t  to d i s c i p l i n e  students take too
much of m y  time away from the other students.
112. Feeling I do not have adequate c ontrol of my students.
113. Working in a school where there is an atmosphere of confl i c t
among teachers.
114. Feeling some tea chers in my school are incompetent.
115. Having a few teachers in my scho ol who do not carry their
share of the load.
116. Feeling that cliq ues (social groups) exist among teachers in
my school.
117. Feeling there is c o m p e t i t i o n  among teachers in my school
rather than a team spirit of cooperation.
??
A = Not s t r e ssful 
B = Somewhat stressful  
C = C o n s i d e r a b l e  s t r essful  
D = D e c i d e d l y  st r e s s f u l  
E = E x t r e m e l y  stressful
118. Having to do school work at home to m e e t  what is expected 
of m e .
119. Having i n s ufficient o p p o r t u n i t y  for rest and p r e p a r a t i o n  
during the school day.
120. Having too little c l e r i c a l  help.
121. Feeling I never catch up with m y  work.
122. Working for an inadequate salary.
123. Feeling my job does not prov i d e  the fin a n c i a l  security that
I n e e d .
124. Feeling my salary is not equal to my dut i e s  and 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .
TSI S u b s c a l e s : Lack of A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  Supp ort
Work i n g  with Students 
Working with Teachers 
Task O verload 
F i n a n c i a l  Insecurity
Teacher Job Satisfaction Questionnaire (TJSQ)
The following statements refer to o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  factors that can 
influence the way a teacher feels about his/ her job. These factors 
are related to teaching and to the individual's p e r c e p t i o n  of the job 
situation. On your answer sheet indicate the degree to which you 
agree or d i s a g r e e  with each of the following statements.
(A) S t r o n g l y  (B) Disagree (C) Neu t r a l  (D) Agree (E) S t r o n g l y 
Disagree Ag ree
125. Teaching provides me with an o p p o r t u n i t y  to adva nce 
profess i o n a l l y .
126. Teacher income is adequate for normal expenses.
127. Teaching provi d e s  an o p p o r t u n i t y  to use a v a r i e t y  of skills.
128. When instruc t i o n s  are inadequate, I do what I think is best.
129. Ins u f f i c i e n t  income keeps me from living the way I want to 
l i v e .
130. My immediate supervisor turns one teacher against another.
131. No one tells me that I am a good teacher.
132. The work of a teacher consists of routine activities.
133. I am not g etting ahead in my pres e n t  tea ching position.
134. W orking c o n d i t i o n s  in my school can be improved.
135. I receive r e c o g n i t i o n  from my immediate supervisor.
136. If I could earn what I earn now, I would take any job.
137. I do not have the freedom to make my own decisions.
138. My immediate supervisor offers su g g e s t i o n s  to improve my 
t e a c h i n g .
139. Teaching provides for a secure future.
140. I receive full r e c o g n i t i o n  for my s u c cessful teaching.
141. I get along well with my colleagues.
142. The a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  in my school does not c l e a r l y  define its
p o l i c i e s .
143. My immediate supervisor gives me assi s t a n c e  when I need help.
144. Work i n g  cond i t i o n s  in my school are comfortable.
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145. Tea ching provides me the o p p o r t u n i t y  to help my students l e a r n .
146 . I like the people with whom I work.
147 . Teaching p rovides limited o p p o r t u n i t i e s  for advancement.
148 . My stud ents respect me as a teacher.
149 . I am afraid of losing my teaching job.
150 . Teaching involves too m a n y  cleri c a l  tasks.
151. My immediate supervisor does not back me up.
152 . Teaching is very interesting work.
53. Working c o n d i t i o n s  in m y  school could not be worse.
154 . Teaching d i s c o u r a g e s  originality.
155. The a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  in m y  school c o m m u n i c a t e s  its policies w e l l .
156 . I never feel secure in my teaching job.
157 . Teaching does not provide me the chance to d e v e l o p  new methods.
158 . My immediate supervisor treats everyone equitably.
159 . My coll e a g u e s  s t i m ulate me to do better work.
160 . My students come to cl ass i n a d e q u a t e l y  prepared.
161. Teaching provi d e s  an o p p o r t u n i t y  for promotion.
162 . My immediate supervisor watches me closely.
163 . I am respon s i b l e  for planning my d a i l y  lessons.
164 . P hysi c a l  sur r o u n d i n g s  in my school are unpleasant.
165. I do not have the freedom to use my judgment.
166 . I am well paid in p r o p o r t i o n  to my ability.
167 . My coll e a g u e s  are h i g h l y  critical of one another.
168 . I do have r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  for my teaching.
169 . My coll e a g u e s  provide me with s u g gestions or feedback about 
my teaching.
170 . Teaching pr o v i d e s  me an o p p o r t u n i t y  to be my own boss.
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171. My immediate supervisor provides a s s i s t a n c e  for improving 
i n s t r u c t i o n .
172. I do not get c o o p e r a t i o n  from the people I work with.
173. My immediate supervisor is not afraid to de l e g a t e  work to 
other s .
174. Behavior pr o b l e m s  interfere with my teaching.
175. Teaching e n c o u r a g e s  me to be creative.
176. My immediate supervisor is not willing to listen to 
s u g g e s t i o n s .
177. Teacher income is barely enough to live on.
178. I am i n d ifferent toward teaching.
179. The work of a teacher is very pleasant.
180. I receive too m a n y  m e a n i n g l e s s  instruc t i o n s  from my imm ediate 
s u p e r v i s o r .
181. I d i s l i k e  the people with whom I work.
182. I receive too little recognition.
183. Teaching p r o v i d e s  a good o p p o r t u n i t y  for advancement.
184. My interests are similar to those of my colle agues.
185. I am not r e s ponsible for my actions.
186. My im mediate supervisor m a k e s  av a i l a b l e  the m a t e r i a l  I need 
to do my best.
187. I have made lasting f r i endships among my colle agues.
188. W orking c o n d i t i o n s  in my school are good.
189. My imm ediate supervisor makes me feel uncomfortable.
190. I prefer to have othe rs assume r e s p o n s b i l i t y .
191. Teacher income is less than I deserve.
192. I go out of my way to help my colleagues.
193. I try to be aware of the polic i e s  of my school.
194. Whe n  I teach a good lesson, my imm ediate supervisor notices.
195. My imm ediate supervisor explains what is expected of me.
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196. Teaching provides me with financial security.
197. My immediate supervisor p raises good teaching.
198. I am not in terested in the po l i c i e s  of my school.
199. I get along well with my students.
200. Pay co m p a r e s  with similar jobs in other school districts.
201. My coll e a g u e s  seem u n r e a s o n a b l e  to me.
The End 
Thank You!
TJSQ S u b s c a l e s : Su p e r v i s i o n
C o l leagues 
Working Cond i t i o n s  
Pay
Resp ons ibili ty 
Work Itself 
A d v a n c e m e n t  
Secur i ty 
Recogni tion
It
Appendix C: Policy on Software Copyright 
is the intent of the School Olstrict of Ralston to adhere to the provisions
of copyright laws in the area of microcomputer programs. Though there
continues to be controversy regarding Interpretation of chose copyright laws.
the following procedures represent a sincere effort to operate legally. We
recognize that computer software piracy Is a major problem for the industry and
that violations of computer copyright laws contribute to higher costs and
gre ater efforts to prevent copies and/or lessen incentives for the development
of good educational software. All of these results are detrimental to the
development of effective educational uses of microcomputers. Therefore, in an
effort to discourage violation of copyright laws and to prevent such illegal
act ivit ies:
1. The ethical and practical problems caused by software piracy will be
taught in all schools in the District.
2. District employees will be expected to adhere to the provisions of Public
Law 96-517, Section 7(b) which amends Section 117 of Title 17 of the
United States Code to allow for the making of a back-up copy of computer
programs. This states that " ...it is not an infringement for the owner
of a copy of a computer program to make or authorize the making of
another copy or adaptation of that computer program provided:
a. that such a new copy or adaptation is created as an essential step
in the utilization of the computer program in conjunction with a
machine and that it is used in no other manner, or
b. that such a new copy and adaptation is for archival purposes only
and that all archival copies are destroyed in the event that
continued possession of the computer program should cease to be
rightful."
3. When software is to be used on a disk sharing sytera, efforts will be made
to secure this software from copying.
4. Illegal copies of copyrighted programs may not be made or used on school
equipment.
3. The legal or insurance protection of the District will not be extended to
employees who violate copyright laws.
6. The Assistant Superintendent for Curriculum and Staff Development of the
Ralston School District is designated as the only individual who may sign
license agreements for software for schools in the district. (Each
school using the software also should have a signature on a copy of the
software agreement for local control.)
7. The principal of each school site is responsible for establishing
practices which will enforce this policy at the school level.
